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ABS TRACT 


Sixty-four high school students were given a 
pretest set of five-letter anagrams, six of which were 
typed in upper case letters and six in lower Gase ieot rests. 
One-half of the Students failed on the upper case anaprams 
Cipperscase failure group), and the other Half failed on 
the lower case anagrams (lower case failure group). Before 
attempting each of the Last ten anagrams, subjects were 
asked to estimate their chances of success on an eleven- 
point scale, given only the knowledge of whether the up- 
coming anagram was typed in upper case or in lower case 
ietters. 

Upon comple tlon vot sthen pretest sanaer ams eal) 
StUGeMCs Were aolVcClina Set On “LWeNtyY Moderate lyecim Ped & 
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The main experimental hypothesis tested was that 
Sub jects would retrospectively fate farlure-type anagrams 
Hagher in “difficulty level than “success-type anagrams; 
ipeem ithe test Condition ,“thesupper case fariure “aroup 
would rate upper case anagrams as having been more 
difficult than lower case anagrams, and the lower case 
failure group would rate lower case anagrams as having 


beememone ditplculr than uppercase salagrams. 
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Two three-way and one four-way analysis of 
Wartance showed no statistical support for this hypothesis 
PLtmough Clear SubsStantiatwom was Obtained fom Peather is 
Goscarclivtevhoctine the eureciaOh past succes omalldstal lure 
ONBPErception Of future tasks) on a similar kisid. ) the 
results also suggested that perhaps anagrams appear more 
diprreultywhen presented am upper case. letters than when 


presented in lower case, letters. 
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INTRODUCTION AND RELATED LITERATURE 


Pe) SGENERAL PROBLEM 


Much research has explored the’ @ftect of expectancy 
ON prospective perception of task ditriculty. “Such studves 
reveal that pretask sets markedly influence task performance 
Gsitediese 19505 Rees and sraci,  1955- Mowrer, s1058 smohsin, 
pone the present Study follows =investieations by AUcinson 
Goo occ. 1904 y OOO Feather, (1959,, 19610 B10 oone 1960. 
E7OO)e beater and cave si 9 ov) ee atc parti culania sola t soe 
Vargo (1968). Its purpose is to determine whether subjects 
crcyitme Wenced by pretask setsmatter the taskeias been 
COMpletca we that as, "dO" SUC sels" aitecte retrospect ye 


Demveep thonmOu —ta5 kK ait taculitye: 


PL. RESEARCH “AND THEORY 


Achievement Motivation 

In an effort to develop a Systematic method for 
measurine human motives, David McClelland and his associates 
adapted the technique advanced by H.A. Murray (1936, 1938). 
Encouraged by a preliminary study (Atkinson and McClelland, 
1948) which showed that Murray's thematic apperceptive 
method was effective in measuring the motive to achieve, 


McClelland and his co-workers launched an extensive research 
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program to study need achievement (McClelland cued lee, 
1255; 7 elonsom, 10583) MeCledtends) 1961). 

Inga study ‘reported by McClelland Sts al ama) 
it was found that persons having a high need achievement 
motive (as determined by the n Ach score on the Thematic 
appereception Test) showed little tendency to work hard to 
complete a task when there was no expectancy that success- 
fully completing the task would lead to feelings of 
accomplishment. However, when there was such an expectancy 
(as aroused by the instructions), high need achievers worked 
Mords touconplete the tasks. 

Conmemtine One this findine, PAticinsonerepor ced. 

hie thus appeared thats the arousal oid 

tendency to approach success; should be conceived 
ase jointly determined by avdispositvon called 
tre sacha evementamotiye .). a an dean vexpeciuauicy, 
cmatmce Vall et Gtt Ose Wisi eslogd atoms UG CES Sain. 
ClSG Anrep .2/253) 

Atkins Ou) Sulneory OL AcChievememe Motivation 

Apkanson (1964) arcucd that a theory OL achievenent 
motivation should take into account important situational 
factors. He saw such factors conceived im terms of two 
vartab les: 

(1) The degree to which, in evaluating the task 
confronting him, the individual expects to complete it, LCs 
whether he feels his performance will lead to successful 
goal attainment. 


(2) The desirability of goal attainment, aoe, Ce 
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amount of incentive that goal attainment presents. 

Atkinson (1966) postulated that motivation is a 
multiplicative function of. the Streneth of motaver iM), 
expectancy that the act will result in goal attainment 
(CER eanievyalwelor the ancentive: (i). «This is represented 
as: Motivation = £(M x Ex i) 

Momenspecitically., VAtkKins on(1957, 81958 \easserted 
thatsinetany achievement Situation two different motive 
Cendeneiesware aroused: the tendency to athaeve on approaen 
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Phew tendency LO achieve siccesss, Ihe tendency to 
VeiteViemsUccess /Chs) Use a multip ligetive tunel) OnmO1 amOmae 
Oi SUECOSS MOUS A SSO Seige. jmOpelol Mn ie Ose CecieGweiney (Che 
Success (PS), Vand the anmcentive value of success (jis) 
InWserom any egiven task thes treme tino: an individud i's 
PemieheymcOnapproachl, success son tnd lbask US hep hes clue GesasSr 
sesso cebs xt is. MS as assumed Co be a relatively sable 
DeTsOmaliguy schardcteris ticy whlch presents liseli: sinslany 
Denaviores’tvation. 

Ps) and 1s are determined by the individual's past 
experience in tasks similar to the one he is presently 
eomtronting, Ps represents the subjectiver probability ot 
succeeding at the task. When a task looks easy, Ps is high. 
Peedis assiened values ranging tromezero (0 Chance, Or 
success) to one (certainty of success). For example, a very 


easy task might be given a value of .90, a very Cit picud acne 
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Atkinson’ further postulated that Is 4s an anvyerse 
immnear LUNnCt BOM or Psy row, tsp ser Ps has meansaiiiat 
the easier the task (and thus the greater the probability 
Oresuccess) the ess athe incentive: value.of completing tie 
task Consequently, when Pseusi very low (say. 10), task 
complet tonmivas <a vigh Is. 90) fand when iPsiis high (290), 
Toco GOven(rlO |e hiitsn nelatrons iin faCccOUlLS bo Gaines nil aime 
thatypessons stake eoréeater pride an waccompl ising Sedirriecnlt 
tasketian they do im completine a2 simple one (Festinger, 
Pe eelew In eet tals Vv lO4 4 ie) Aiorapii cal dente Gilomg oe eelle 
relationship between incentive value (ls) and provapiii ty, 
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Probability of Success (PS) 


PLGURE 1 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INCENTIVE VALUE OF SUCCESS AND 
PROBABUEDTY OF s5UCCR SS 


(Adapted from Souch, 1969, p. arts) 
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tie tendency to avoid failure, According, £6 
Atkinson, in addition to a personally characteristic 
motive for success, everyone possesses a motive to avoid 
failure. He commented: 

Where the motive to achieve might be 

Clardccerizedhas 4 Capacity for reacting 
with ride in accomplishment, the motive to 
avoid Tarluire can be conceived as a capacity 
for reacting with shame and embarrassment 
when the outcome Of performance is failure 
(eecinson, 964. p. 244). 

Ine etetdency to avoid tanlure (lat) dis sanyjo1me 
function of motive to avoid tailure (Mat), subjective 
probabil ty OL ealtluce (Pf). and the mecative wancen tive 
MeiiesOmeralurc (lt) ero any caven task the Strenctisot 
di einiai vidual S tendency. to avord wnat lure ongthat tasks 
Tepmesenmoed as: lat =| Mat x Piexplt. elt asvassumed stiar 
ee eS. 

The incentives Vvaluc 0fetaillire, (LE) elssequal eto 
=Ps, For example, when a task jis very casy (Ps — 290) ethe 
Wegatiye wicentive value of Gailure for thal task (is very 
haphe(=.90). Likewise, when the task is an extremely 
diftacult-one (Ps = .10), the negative incentive value of 
favhare wis: very low )(=.10) 2) (see: Figure 2)° This accounts 
for the finding that shame and embarrassment are greater in 


failing an easy task than in failing a difficult one 


(Festinger, 1942; Lewin, et al., 1944). 
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PIGURE™ 97 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INCENTIVE VALUE OF FAILURE 
AND PROBABLE LIY OR eSUCCESS 


QAdapted from Souch, 1969, p. 10) 


Resultant Achievement Motivation. Sinte the motive 
EOmecrteve: Success and, theimotive fto avotda failure ware 
DECS CINE Tin every individual an van achievement “sirtuation, the 
Resubtattvcttech OL these cOnmIICtine Motivational, niluences 
ispactermined by taking the algebraic sum of Ts and Tat. 
ThGs@resibtane motivation (14) (is wepresented: Tas [sit Tak. 


Oren isn x Psax ls et (Mat exe Pt xii). 


implacations of Atkinson's Theory 


Atkinson's theoretical formulation has implications 


which have generated much fruitful research. For example, 


pyenequation Ts = Ms x PS ex Js yaclds the ereatest  Isewhen 


Pee =, .50;ed.e., when the task sappeans 10 De, one of amter- 


mecUateditticuluny ana this Ups taitaeddy -oreater lendency 
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to achieve success when Ps = .50 is to be expected only 
when Ms is relatively strong. Among others, support for 
this implication has been presented by McClelland (1958) 
who found that kindergarten children high in n Ach selected 
a moderate distance from which to throw the ring in a 
Eingtoss, cane... 

likewise, the equation: lat. =) Mat ex PL sagt yaoude 
the puedtest Wat when Pr-= 50. “and this siupsteameranly, 
SERoupem tendency bo tavold grad iure. mien Pt. =e 50 atseeco be 
expected only when Mat 1s relatively strong... The study. by 
MeGleiiand (1958) mentione decaniien also adds isupportang 
evr dence nor thas hypothesis. 

Mecordi men co Atiinsons sthecoretucais mOnmud ations, 
then sithe relationship between, strength of motivation 
(citiecr sor Tar), and probabidaitye ot successaican, be 


desteribed by a bell-shaped curve...) (See) Figure, sje 
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STRENGTH COE MOTIVATION: TO) ACHIEVE OR@T0O AVOLD) PATLURE 
AS A FUNCTION OF THE SUBJECTIVE PROBABILITY OF SUCCESS, 
(Pes, RES DI TE LCULIYSOre THE MEAS 
Clthinson,e 1953, 6p 50) 
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The main focus of research of this kind has been 
on the effects of Ms and Maf under conditions where values 
Or ePsahave been Situationally evaluated. Recently showever, 
Norman T. Feather has directed his attention to determinants 


Of Ps other than those in the immediate situation. 


ins ars tidy Of persistence at 2 task.) feather (1961) 
postulated that total motivation must be wonsidered as 
consisting Of achievement related motivation (1se., the 
apcotare resultant of Ts and Tar) plus extrinste mocivacion 
(Ge. enose Motrvational’ ini luences resultine trom=tnhcer1 ace 
tiet the subject 15 In-a socral’ srtuation which requires, han 
Wtceattempt the task). “These experimental constraints an 
themselves have a motivating effect on the subject. This 
Srudy used two kinds Of subjects i¢those high in meedrachiieve - 
Menteand loweinetest: anwmety, and tiose low ein necdeachieve- 
Nemirrande ition ine test. anxiety) timesch OP tworex ge mainientar 
Conduerons |(iien Initiale ese ine.) Some Psa). era celow 
ieee Ps) incon some Ps (Ceo). ) Strength Or necdeaciievce 
ment. was determined by subjects' n Ach scores on the Thematic 
Apperception Test under neutral conditions, and level of test 
anxiety was determined by their scores on the Sarason Test 
Anxiety Questionnaire. Repeated failure on the initial task 
(which, in reality, was impossible) resulted in decreases in 
probability of success estimates for all four groups of 


subjects, indicating that rate of decrease of Ps as 
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mice pemcenith of Kelative strength of Ms and Maf (Feather, 
1961). This finding is consistent with that of another 
etucy which also found no statistical ly Significant 
relationship between probability estimates and TAT n Ach 
scores (Feather, 1963), suggesting that the main determinant 
Of Fss is past experience rather than Ms and/or Ma, 

Further support for the determining effect of past 
experience on Ps was presented by Feather (1966) in a study 
witch examined trial“by-trial changes in Ps) in relations to 
iiemoat tern Of Success and wamlure ab as task CONcus tile. Oo 
Pieteen anagrams. On the first five anasrams, cne-nalt oF 
eneesupjects tailed (initial sailure) and one-halt succeeded 
(iiitmalewsuccess). Betore: attempcine each anagram subjects 
Wememaswed. £O Tate. their ehanceseor success. sskesillts 
showed that mean performance on the last ten anagrams 
(Witch were or 50 per cent difiiculty jewasisignuircamt ly 
(eae UI) Owe re arLer SINleralwnad Wire Aalst inte Tein ince acl 
Success. and that, the subjects  “propability eotimates 
Gime Ps)iererlected thempatterm om Success and rar lure 
(Geather, 1966, p. 287): 

Similar results were obtained in recent research 
Dye breather and) oavi lle (Cl307), and Feather (1968). These 
studies also showed that subjects who were successful at 
the first few items of an anagram-solving task subsequently 
were more successful on a common set of anagrams than 


subjects who were unsuccessful at the first PeweveM sel c 
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is quite clear, then that prior success or failure at 4 
task does influence subsequent probability of success 


estimates and performance at the same kind of task. 


ReLbrospective Perception of Task Difficulty 

A study by Vargo (1968) employed Feather's finding 
(1961, 1966) that expectation of success diminishes with 
repeated failure at a task and increases with repeated 
success at a4 (task. ~lhese results clearly show, that, repeated 
tai iive er success influences prospective perceptron of 
task ditticulty. More specifically, the experimenter 
hypothesized that subjects experiencing pretask failure 
Wile diethne task Cconditiom, Tetrospectively perceive a 
Pohture=wy De svaskl as Mayving Deen More vdit rc & tian a 
SUCCeso-l) Pe Cask, sald simtlanly sib | oCtsme xpe mi enc) ne 
Duets Success Willi in thestask condition, netrosmeculvely 
perceive a success-type task as having been easier than a 
tatbire type task, 

In the above study farty-two wniversity freshmen 
Were woven a Ppretask Set, Ol tel, SQuare and ten circular 
Coometric puzzles, One-halt or the Subjects railedson tie 
Cimcular puzzles) (cirele-taidure roup), ties Other nadir 
failed on the square puzzles (square-failure group). Upon 
completion of the pretask puzzles, all SUbjJeECtS were Piven 
another set of twenty puzzles ranging in difficulty level 
from extremely easy to extremely Gise kVe DEN a, | EAD Wonk NOSE 


puzzles were circular and ten were square, Wisc reac i eGls Cia § 
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puzzle having a square partner of equal diftiizcnitysaand 
witebyersalicAfter attempting each puzzle, subjects rated 
ie oriditiacnlty level: onran eerene point Secale. 

The experimental hypothesis tested was that if 
expectancy (i:e., “mental set") affects perception ometask 
difficulty after the task has been completed, then the 
cirele- failure group should, in the task condition, rate 
sthevecircular puzzles as having been more difficultethan the 
Square puzzles; and similarly, the square-failure group 
should erate the square puzzles as having been moresdit ficult 
thangtievcircular puzzles’. |VHowever, @nalysiseofevardance 


Sioweds results to be nonsienificant. 


DAScuss on, Ot Vareo'sS Inves ticataon 

the results obtained. any Vaveo's Study downotesupport 
the nypothesis@that subjects will retrospectively perceive 
aerariure-type task as having been more dirticult than a 
SUCcess-Lype itask, 

Che most Obvious exp lanauron fOr wthese arestlucm1s 
that thes aypothesas is invalid. (However, anotner possibila Ly 
ie tiat perhaps the hypothesis 1s correct but the procedure 
for testing it was faulty. For example, 1 may be that) tne 
pretask set inducing puzzles did not serve their purpose. 
If such was the case, then subjects should retrospectively 
perceive the puzzles of each pair as being of approximately 
Soudieditsiculty. The data do seem to iiGicatcs tnatecie 


partner puzzles of each matched pair were, upon 
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retrospection, perceived to be of equal, or approximately 
equal, difficulty. So maybe the subjects attempted “the 
test puzzles with little or no pretask influence. 

One conceivable reason for a failure of the set 
guiducing puzzles to.establaish a pretask set is that perhaps 
the failure puzzles were readily perceived to be impos s ube, 
inveves Of nas “studies, feather (1961) reports that the 
imsoluble puzzles were sufficiently complex as to avoid 
Gatecti on OL impossibility. However, the inscolublesset 
inducing puzzles used in Vargo's experiment were more 
ODVlous ly ampossi bile to Pore according to the: rules 
peopled. | It thevsubjects realized that the failure 
puzzles were insoluble, 1teseems Likely ‘that: thisswould 
ied ae Pemwistl Cilieme Xe GLC. sc luaebialGt Lol. 

[Pesthe impossible puzgzles were sutrvcient lye complex, 
there seems little doubt that a mental set would have been 
established. For example, in one study Feather (1966) 
received trial-by-trial estimates of probability jot success 
fon wit tec anagrams. For one halt "of athe Subjects the 
Girse five enagrams were insoluble (initial failure). fox 
the other half of the subjects the first five anagrams were 
extremely easy (initial success). Mean estimates of 
probability of success showed that on each of trials two to 
five estimates given by subjects in the initial failure 
condition were repeatedly lower than those given on the 


previous trial. Similarly, estimates Bivel Dyeisubyecus All 
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the initial success condition were successively higher 
than those given on the preyious trial CEG a bicus  aJip Gy 
p. 290). This indicates, along with much of Feather's 
other work, that repeated success or failure at a task 
INPFIMEHNEESS PTOSDEeCLive perception of task di peecul ty. 
The knowledge that Vargo's study developed to this point 
would have been most helpful. 

A study by Stewart (1967) does lend some support 
for this expectation, however. Using the same set inducing 
pueZheswacwcids Vargo Ss Investioation, Stewan i coune «einea 
resumption task, wee SUDJeCUSsmclOSe EOuTesUmMe pUazles 
Sitimiareto the wnes they had» sueceeded on im “therset 
IiGucinie Mart of the vexperimenty that 1s inthe resimp tron 
GaisiasphepcirGle=tallure Group choSsemsquarcupuzales mands tne 
Sauame- rauliresjeroup chose carcular puzzles. | otewane states 
tiatealehoucns thes tudy did note reveals the Speci i1¢ 
phenomenon responsible for their behavior, subjects did 
eEhigose the expected puzzles, This evidence ts quate andinect, 
bULwcoula reflect perception ot task impossibility. 

Wnother possibility 1s that although a7ditrerential 
set might have been eStablished by the set imicuciIne) piuz 2 kes, 
it may have been neither strong enough nor of sufficient 
Senerality to overpide the effects or the expericice Of 


Success and failure on the test puzzles. 
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14 
Lil. . THE PRESENT STUDY 


(Me present study asebasical ly a replication (ot 
Vargo's research described above. However, the methodology 
is revised considerably in an attempt to overcome the 
difficulties just discussed. The general hypothesis 
considered is that repeated failure or success influences 
petvospective perception of task aitficulty.. More 
speci tically, it tests the hypothesis that Subjects 
experiencing pretask failure will, in the task condition, 
retrospectively perceive a failure-type task as having been 
more difficult than a success-type task: and subg ects 
EXpPeLleneiiy pretask Success william the task comdation, 
Petrospectively perceive a Success -type task as having 


Decimcoaster | tialea tallure.- typestask. 
TV. “EMPLICATIONS OP THE Ss 1UDY 


Thencemonst ration thatyrepeated success Orta lure 
aueomcask antiuences: both=prospective aidwrecrospegiiyve 
perception of task difficulty may have wide ramifications 
for education. For example, it will imply that a student 
Who 1s taught Arithmetic by solving problems he canydo 
easily might not only expect future Arithmetic problems to 
be easy but, after completing them, will perceive them to 
have been easier than will a student who was taught by 
attempting harder problems. In other words, a teaching 


method which employs tasks a student can do relatively 
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easily could be more extectaye fm imducine favorable 
atcatudes toward the “subject matter than. a method» ucriizing 


Tasks the-~student finds ditrieult, 
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CHAPTER: © LT 


METHODOLOGY 


i SUBJECTS 


Subjects were students enrolled in a high school 
psychology course (Psychology 20) at Queen Elizabeth 
Composite High School, Edmonton. The sample included 
STuUdem ts regustered in academic and vocational procr alc. 
(MiiesuUpby;ects were Clther ineGreade leon Grade, @2 seand 
DParelcipation was) voluntary . 

Two groups of subjects (N=117) were used. The 
Pigs eC GOUD, leroatecl. eoLer Ge = LO, dss tiles crt. Ledta.ou 
CLOUD. WaSeCOMDRISed OF LOriy- mine s Ub fects mec males. 
WieeremaAles. —Mcan, age =) lO. (5 Vedas. Tange) = lO Jey cas) 
and was used to determine which anagrams should be 
administered to the experimental, or test, group. (A more 
Complete description Of the anagrams) 1s) given im) thie 
following section.) Ihe second’ group, lereatter called 
themres te oTOup wecOluSisited rou sixty =ciehtussubjectsas(27 
fiazess 59 females) mean age-- T7710) yeats; range = 10 — 14 
years) alla Was used to test the experimental hypotheses to 


be outlined later. 


Lie iE TASK 


Two groups of five letter anagrams were used in the 
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bes condi Gion: .(1.).0a pretest, On set inducing group cor 
anagrams; and (2) a postset, or test group of anagrams. 

The set inducing anagrams were composed of two sets with 
twelve anagrams in each set. Moreover, Gach Set of ‘iwelve 
contained six anagrams in upper case type and six in lower 
case type. Six of the set inducing anagrams were relatively 
Casey, (o)solive and Six were Very difficult. In one set the 
difficult anagrams were presented in upper case letters; in 
te omer Set, they were typed inssmall case Petters. hs 
Feather demonstrated (1961, 1966, 1968), relatave success 

in both types of anagram tasks can be manipulated by giving 
thessubgectsscither the capital letter 21 lure tanagrameser 
Opernuemstial [ele Cte, failure anagram, sCbiva slt a se acotiment 

thats thas relative ssuccess intluences the perceived 

Dike DoD iay son eSMCCes sel TULUTre elds ko On Asn nina soi. 
Homecmeck) this aSsumptaon, the astetensse’ anducing anagrams 
were each preceded by an eleven-point rating scale. (The 
iin ssumtO eollactamsswereulOterated Decausemiicvewere 
included only to give the subjects some experience with 
anagram problems of different difficulty levels.) Before 
attempting each of the last ten anagrams the students were 
tola, “he mext one is atyped in capital letters. jor "The 
next one is typed in small letters", whichever was the case. 
With just this information to guide then, Lie supyecesewere 
required to check on the rating scale the, point corresponding 


to their estimate of the chance of solving the following 
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anagram. This procedure provided a complete record jor 
probability estimates for the pretest anagrams. ihe retore, 
if subjects' estimates of success were Signi Cant ly es toue 1. 
for failure anagrams than for success anagrams, it could 


be concluded that a prospective mental set had been 


established. 
hala THE “CREEERION “GROUL 


The anagrams were selected in the following manner: 
sixty 5-letter anagrams, some very easy (e.g. having many 
So luUePons sy Some very ditrtcult (ere. having) only, one 
uncommon word as the solution), and some moderately difficult 
were chosen from the list compiled by Clson and Schwartz 
GloGy pee ineire list catalogues) every Binelas hist bisque pice doc. 
dire word composed Of five betters, ~The Vetter permutations 
Chosene sortie present —scudy Included only those whose 
Solution was a meaningiul Englash word wath proper mouns 
excluded. The selected anagrams, presented in Appendix A, 
Were administered im booklet form to the forty mine students 
comprisine the criterion group. Upon distribution or the 
booklets, the following instructions were given: 

The booklet you have been given contains 

a iset of disarranged words called anagrams. 

Your task #5 to vearrange each eroupe or 

letters to make a meaningful English word. 

Each anagram contains five letters and you 

must use each letter of the anagram. 

Therefore, every solution is a five-letter 

word.. Proper nouns == Names of people or 


Dlaces = ares OU acceptable. You will have 
twenty seconds to work at each anagram. Do 
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not go on to the next one until SO 

instructed. Are there any questions? 
The-diftficulty level of each anagram was interpreted in 
eetmisyOr (he percentage of subjects Solving it (atten 
Potther, 1290) Thevtormula used was 3 )dipeiculty = 9100) 4 
pec, Or students solving the anacram, “hus an anagram that 
Waspsolved by one-half or the students is of S50 ¥% difficulty. 
One ws@lvediby 25 7 0f therstudents 15 of (5% diseiculty , 
etc. The six anagrams which the criterion group indicated 
Were 215% dittvcult or easier werewsed as the success set 
imducing anagrams, and the six that were 93 % difficult or 
hagder became the failure set inducing anagrams. (the set 
inducing anagrams and their corresponding difficulty levels 
ave mecorcded in Appendix BB.) The twenty anagrams that were 
between 46 4 and 72 % difficult were selected to comprise 
EMea MOseSe Go OF -diacrams.« nese vane. also. listedu in sipped ix 
Br 

[tewas anitaally planned for the est -roupmanagrams 
compe between 40 {and 60> % ditticult.  —Ine ortcinal saxty 
anagrams were selected with this in mind; that°ais, “the 
experimenter subjectively rated each anagram as he went 
along, attempting to include about fifteen very easy ones, 
fifteen very difficult ones, and thirty moderate ones. 
However, as can be seen from Figure 4, the students found the 
anagrams to be more difficult than the author had anticipated. 
To compensate for this skewness, the experimental group was 


allowed an extra five seconds solution time fOr Cac Les t 
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PIGURES 924 


DISTRIBUTION SHOWING DIFFICULTY LEVELS FOR 
CRITERION GROUP ANAGRAMS 


Dye tHE Teo) SGROUP 


Twe e xpieVimemt proper Was divided @nt oO, twompea mes: 
(1) Part A, in which all subjects (68) were given the set 
inducing anagrams; and (2) Part B, in which the same 
Sibpjects were given the Ceést anacgrams., Upon completion or 


Savi. the students immediately proceeded to. rart By 


Part A.) Bach Subject Was fiven 2a DOoOklet containing 
thesset inducine anagrams with one anagram perepage. (each 
Onutnes last ten anagrams Was preceded by a pive-imcn scale 


fumbered from 0 to 100 in equal steps of 20 with the state- 


memtiNomchance at all’ Vat one extreme or the Stade, =the 
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statement "An even chance" at the middle of the Scale 
and the statement "Completely certain" at the other 
extreme of the SCA: (See Appendix B). 

One-half of the students received booklets with 
the failure anagrams in upper case type; the other half 
received booklets containing failure anagrams in lower 
case type. The odd numbered anagram in every booklet were 
typed in capital letters; the even numbered anagrams in 
stiall letters. thus every booklet was ordered capital, 
sia eeapatal. small 3. capital. smal). 9 Furthermore. 
the anagrams were randomly ordered within this sequence so 
that at any one time different students were attempting 
dipterenteanagrams:. 

The following instructions were given: 


The bDookier you have been eiven ‘contains a 
SeUjot @isarranged words called anagrams. 
some Of the anagrams are typed an capital 

he Gtcsp ana ws Ome dare siyped wills I lel et ber or 
Wem tasle aS to rearrange each  sroup, on 
letters to make a meaningful English word. 
E2ch anacvaM contains soive Lette psiealday.ou 
must use ‘cach letter an thesanagram., | Dhere- 
fore, every solution isca Give-letter word. 
Proper WOUNS == Names so. people fom pbacese=- 
arel not acceptable. You wit, hawe stwenty = 
five seconds to work at each anagram. Are 
there any questions? 

Uist aor practice, when ite! Tyoustoy stant 
[i wantsyou sto try the tics t stwo anagrams ain 
tne pooklet. | You Willi Ihave. twenty — ai ve 


seconds fo, cach one. V~Atter the first 
twenty-five seconds have expired, 1 wiillesay 
MT to.thewext senesram . SDOsenotL.co [on (uo 


the second anagram until So instructed. |Are 
there any questions? 


Ready -=- start. 
(Subjects work at the first two anagrams.) 
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Now, before you attempt each of the 

remaining anagrams, I want you to 

estimate. your chances of success for 

each one. I will tell you whether the 

LpcCominy alaeram is typed an Capital 

Or small letters and you are to estimate 

howe diPevenlteyou think Tt wild be using 
gotating scale like the ome you see on the 
blackboard. (An example of Rating Scale A, 

ase iilustrated an Appendix By, was presented.) 
Netace tiiat the ratings co from 0) to 100. and 
that the> lower the rating, the better you 

think your chances are. If you are completely 
ceqtaim you cam solve the next anagram, you 
rate your chance as 0; if you feel your chances 
abe betver than even you mient make a rating of 
SUR or 40> 7 and so on. Atrating of 100 means 
imateyou thank®it will be ampossible for you to 
comphete the anagrams, SAvre there any questions 
cCoOncerming the ratings’ = Aw8scale sucht as. this 
Wilkivbe, found preceding each O: the remaining 
amaorams in Booklet Al “Make your rating by 
Cineclinge the appropriate marking point on the 
Seaten  ) (OUPWil | havewri yeuscCOnds tO mace OUT 
estimate and twenty-five seconds to attempt the 
cia oram SVOeNOe pueceede uO the ext anauram 

Un Giese eens EruUGted.s 

Are =there gany questions? 


Ate mebaress was completed, materials tor Pare B were 


distribuved and Subjects immediately went on to Part ae 


Pactae, | umePart Buon tie experimeme, tlie students 
attempted the test anagrams. The task was the same as that 
in Part A, with one exception: the anagrams were rated 
after they were attempted. As before, the anagrams were 
presented in booklet form (Booklet B) with “one anagram per 
Dace si lesUubs ects attempted the same twenty anagrams, ten 
of which were randomly chosen from the twenty and delivered 
in upper case type, and the remaining ten in lower case type. 


Thus every subject received a different set OL Upper case 
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anagrams versus lower case anagrams. Again the orde 


presentation. was capital, small, capital, small 


small. 


The following instructions were given: 


Vou task in this pamesor the project is 

the same as thateinePart... with one 
exception; instead of rating your chances 

OL PSUGCCSS DeLere ar compris cach enagram, 
you are to rate the anagram after completing 
Pe OU Late Ont ater cache aiagtam accord iim 1 
how difficult or easy it seemed to you. For 
EDLs DuULpOSe. an Ga tiles callers uch mast his 
(Racine scale Be Guch) asea1 lusitrated an 
Appendix B, was drawn on the blackboard.) 
Willetollowsevery anagram in Booklet By 

NOte, (tat there are ssix categumecs: 

eters Mp isp eicacieninhew ny Ve sessrorlig, ADeasecenbm ern. 
Moge race. Easy.) Ind sextremely aEasyv.e man 
anagram which cannot be solved, that is, 

Oc Col mc IS impos sl) lemons Ol icrmC Ud 

DE Veiven a racine of 1000) An anagram which 
VOUS OURGs LOM Die CxEVeniet wait t1cult 7 OUldmpe 
rated 90, ones whiichowas adit hicult would pe 
Gated 70, and so on. Make your rating by 
pULtinooascincle around the appropriate mark- 
Ie pole, Onl tie Scale. mAne sence ne vay, 

ques tion si: 

As before you will have twenty-five seconds 
to work on each anagram. As soon as you have 
finished it, turn to the following rating 
scale and cirele the point corresponding te 
VOUreyudgement Of thedliiiculty on tie 
anaceam. A, five second penlod will follow 
each twenty-five second solution period to 
allow time for the rating in case you have no 
been able, to- comp leve at. 

Do mot eo on to the next anagram until sso 
imstiucted. Are theres ally sques e10ns 

Ready -- start on the first anagram. 


VY. EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN 


Pretest Data 


The pretest data involved four variables: 
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(1) Case (Upper case failure vs. lower case 

fowlirre.). 

To control for possible differences between upper 
and lower case anagrams, approximately one-halt or the 
subjects were given capital letter failure set inducing 
anagrams (eV econdii1 on), and the other halt received smauit 
Fetrey failure Set inducing anacrams (C2 comdition |). Inns 
about fifty per cent of the students attempted a pretest 
scl ielicicime their prospective perceptron of task 
(jiveaiscUlty tim One direction (ine. “Upper case: amar ramsomanrc 
Gitircult;) lower case alagrams are easy i, whale the rest 
Gmelewsludeitswattempted @ pretest set inn lucterms. taeun 
DLCopeotlVesperceD LION ane tne Opposmte directrony (ie. 
wower "case anagrams are dificult; upper case anapranis 
ares easy)”. 

(COuala ty. Ceat lure Vs sesvecess).. 

Rach sup | eel pmOsMecu ive lye aeved acl Veuta i une 
ame ranse (Ode set) ald wivess lccess sdlagtanisa| O4NSet) 

(Sy) Wes GS) hk 

Thee tirst twouot the we lye anagnaniswims tie premest 
condition were presented to provide the students with some 
experience with anagram puzzles, DROSPECELVe, Pa muIrems Gores 
being acquired on the last ten anagrams only. Of these ten, 
the first success anagram and the first zarluce alagram 


were labelled Tl, the second success and failure anagrams 
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tj eyecxe (male vs. female). 

The sample included both males (S1) and females 
(SZ). 

Two separate analyses were performed on the pretest 
data, one employing prospective tating scores, the other 
usingeperformante scores. In) the: former, the variable 
Ura@alsycouststedrot subjects! estimateseor how welluthey 
wouldwdoson the: rorthtomingeanggrams. In the latter, 
UtValserererred to how well they actually did pereorm the 
anagram task, every success being recorded a 1, every 
fatlureta 0. “The dependent variables were prospective 
Ratings Of vanapram diriticulty andwntumber of anagrams 
SOIVedperespectively. “inveach case, the resultangsdesagn 
Masmome x ce X eo exe a acClOrtalywith repeated measures sone” 


Siam (Wane m6 O02 8.55.0). 


dest) Data 
dhes test datasalso involvedetwo designs one using 
retrospective rating scores, the other using anagram 


Der.OTmance Scores. 


Using Retrospective Rating Scores. The variables 


Weer 

(iP mwases 

The test anagrams were rated by students who, in the 
pretest, had attempted the capital faglure setynaucime 


anagrams (Cl), and by those who had previously attempted the 
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Small failure set inducing anagrams (C2). 

C25 Quality, 

im thes test, Gonditien each subject retrospectively 
Patedsiten faidure-type anagrams cen, and ten success-type 
anagrams (QZ). For students who had aLtempted tie capital 
better failure set inducing anagrams: im the pretes:  tallure- 
type anagrams were, again in the test condition, those 
presented inv capital lettiers;ssandivice versa toresubjects 
who had attempted the small letter failure set inducing 
anagrams. 

eee liaualss 

there were ten trials. (each) Gril consas ping Botte 
MELUCSPeClEIVe SCOTES «10 One hallure- ty pemalae pane and come 
SUucCeSS-type anagram. 

(A) sex, 

Thais Vartaple remained wnchanged 10m tiempre vest 
data. 

The dependent variable was subjects’ retrospective 
Fatings of anagram difficulty. » The) resultant) desienpwasta 


Dexa ce x 2 x 10 factorial with» repeated measuresson, OmandaT 


(Wanerjep. 350). 


Using Performance Scores. The variables Case, Quality, 
end. Sex were identical to those described above. Only Trials 
was different. Instead of using the retrospective rating 
scores for each trial, subjects' performance on the anagrams 


was used instead. Each correctly solved anagram was given a 
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score of 1; each unsolved anagram was recorded a 0. 
These variables resulted in a 2 x 2 x 2 x 10 
factorial design with repeated measures on OQ and. levine r; 


p. 350). The dependent variable was number of correct 


SOL tons). 
VI. ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 


Three main analyses were performed on the data: 
two three-way analyses of variance (Winer, p. 350), and 


One louL-Way analysis of variance (Winer, p, 9350). 


Analysis Number 1 

dhe first analysis inspected the data from sixty- 
OUiero UD je cts,. CONnSsidering, the varuabless Case, mOua biti 
anid. Trials... (the. data from four students was randomly 
discarded to obtain equal numbers in each cell. Thus the 


Compucation was. greatly samplitied. ) 


Analysis Number 2 

Results of the first analysis Showed that subjeces 
did not retrospectively perceive failure-type anagrams, to 
have been more difficult than success-type anagrams. The 
effect could have been contaminated by the fact that many 
of the. students did not obtain a prospective mental. set 
(asmindicated by prospective, metamesjean Pant, Ajo the 
experiment. Therefore, a three-way analysis of variance 


was performed using the Gata o£ Only those subjects  wio nad 
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obtained such a set. (Prospective mental set was 
operationally defined as the mean prospective failure 

rating score being ten points or more higher than the 

pmeean prospective success rating score, sa as ONS TGP AS sm) Mb ey 
From the twenty-seven students who did obtain a prospective 
mental set, the data of three were randomly discarded, 
leaving N=24 with equal numbers in each Case x Quality 
Croup es Ine mean prospective Lratine scores on tardure= 

type and suctess-type anagrams of these twenty-four subjects 


atespresentved i Appendix CG. 


Analysis Number 3 

The tiird main analysis used the ssane = ubyecetseas 
Mialvcis Numbeim 1 except that almumpDer Of memae, =stucen ts 
were randomly discarded to allow equal numbers of males and 
females, and simplify further analysis involving sex 
@itferences, 1.¢€, the data were analyzed in, terms Of Case, 


Ouaehcye i rie \s,eratd oe <e0N=4:3 2 


Supplementary Analysis 

To determine whether the set inducing anagrams had 
any relation to subjects perception of dirticulty during 
the initial trial of Part B, Pearson Product Moment 
Correlation Coefficients (Ferguson, 1966, oe ieee we ce 


computed for the following sets of data: 


C 
7 . 
: o .% 
Bs T ; ny [= Ss , 
Tri) ged é ® 21 f 4 
«abe ot as 
‘ ’ is 
f 
. 
) ] 7 
' ’ } 
’ ) ‘ erly ife 67 tity ‘tage 
- 
- 5 = 4 ; p wt + = 7 *. ss ’ 
J+ 3% H Lr J ‘ i U : ‘hl Ast. Loinbd 
a eee 
wy ay i { , = a of) eine bk th bee) Wee 4 
: cE? gee yh. 
hlab, 50 41 gee gp aror lor lem wud et 
oe . i Delins ; — 


: 2 _ oo 


Pear 


‘Cee ata 


Raving om last 
Suecess anagram 


Rabinegoon last 
success anagram 


Rating ‘on last 
failure anagram 


Ratang on last 
failure anagram 


Ratime on last 
SUCCESS) anagram 


Rating on last 
Success anagram 


Raging ony last 
fa lluce: anagram 


Racing ion last 
fanluce anagram 


corré lated 


with 


ae) 
Part Bo Dara 
Rating on first success - 


type anagram 


Rab es ONi ea ies ta a lt er 
type anagram 


Rati CON eters t Success = 
type anagram 


Ravin @ WON PS tae a ee 
type anagram 


Periormamces One wits & 
SUCCESS -TYDe anagram 


Performance. ony iisnsit 
fallure-type: anagram 


PerrormanGce ON first 
SUCCESS -LYPe anagram 


Perronumance “on. tense 
had bUGe= eye all ao hall 


these ecient correlations were /alculated bor seiree 
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Paruwieretings was <0) (called "bade tgroup) sends fomead 


tiessubyeets (total group). 


eorrelation coetficients. 


HYPOTHESES 


hiss resulted sin twenty woud 


Four hypotheses were tested, two concerning the 


pretest data and two involving the test data. 


Pretest Data 


Cy Sitlngheeids We prospectively rate failure 
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anagrams Nigher in difficulty level than success anagrams. 


(2) More success “thane failure anagrams willebe 


solved. 


hes tata 

(oe Subieces willl wetrospectavely sate a aul ure pe 
amagtams, irohern an dafiicudty than success-ity pe. anagrams’. 
Liisewas the mali experimental hypounesas: 


(4). ‘subjects will solve more success = typemanagirans 


tran talure-tvpe anagrams. 
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CHAPTER it 
RESULTS 


The findings will be presented first in terms of 
the statistically significant (p < .05) effects for each 
of the main analyses, and then summarized eNereen cehsalee quer aslnle) 


experimental hypotheses outlined in the last chapter. 
1.” ANALYSIS ‘NUMBER “1. 


Tiley rests OL the rics teinrce wave analysismor 
Vatiancesere summarizedvin Tables [to IV anelusave. 

Table refers ‘to the analysis of the students: 
prospective ratings, or €stimates of success, and shows 
one main effect and two interaction erftects to be 
Sic Gallves tone lcant lie wMatiwcttect = (OUarLla uve) 
Imancated that the group as a whole expected tarlure 
ahagGams CO De Significantly more diisveule thanssuccess 
Bia cranc es Ne 1Mteract1OnmeLtect. O01. lyid lees Cacer, 
aiacmammed im Pieure: os, ret lects the wtact that som ythe 
Mita lb etrvalesubj eces receiving the uppercase tat lure= 
lower-case-success combination of anagrams (Cl) expected 
future anagrams to be more difficult than did subjects 
receiving the lower-case-failure-upper-case-success 
combination (C2). However, from trials two to five 
prospective difficulty ratings by the Cl group gradually 


decreased (except for trial three), while those by the 
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C2 group generally increased (except FO Gee Palo) 

At the end of trial five the initial positions were 
markedly reversed, i.e. the C2 group anticipated future 
anagrams to be much more difficult than did the Cl group. 
one other Scone cal. interaction, ipialy x Quality (Fi sure 
6), showed that failure anagram ratings increased in 
CLesteulty level over trials, sand Success anagram ratings 
eeemedsedeineditiiculty level over trails. “Pieure 6 retbects 
the DUUld=Up Over: trials of divergent -expectaticns, 
culminating, on trial five, in a pronounced prospective 
MemMed lyse. (ac. Ol ditiuculty atines >) OZ ad mebwoul ty 
Gains). 

ANalyicis (Of DPerLeormance, om Pant A (lablenl )) resulted 
Piso ircCano OUdliby IenteGre (Ss tude ts=SOMVved=mot cmcucces Ss 
tieietariure anagrams) sand 2 sientircant [rival xrOQualicy. 
iieenacvion (White perroumance radualive 1ncreascdmon the 
Success anaonans, vt tiursitetended  tomworsen, them improved 
Eorechew eel ire ano omams. a Msc embi gure: a). 

Hor whe Part BB data thereswere Mo ss lcnit? Galt emreacs 
on ratings (Table III), and only one on performance (Table 
[Vjewe thas wes the main efrect Trials represented in biguze 
8. However, although there was a significant Meu Ieee 
tests for linear trend, quadratic trend, and cubic trend 
(Winer, 1962, p. 73) indicated very little relationship 


between trials and mean proportion of anagrams solved 


(Table V). 
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TABLE [ 


SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: ANALYSIS NUMBER 1 


PART A RATINGS 


(N=64) 
Source 58 cali MS EF E 
Between subjects: 
G LOs 764 1 T0704 0.684 NS 
Geex S10)... We 
groups 976.400 62 15.748 
Wienin Subjects: 
i 12.444 4 Suet tel Leos) NS 
LG San OT 4 10.764 Shel Oud 
Tix esub yw 
groups 467.410 248 Ler O0 5 
Q 2s 052910 1 Zion 200 LORE aZ Sal 
QC 34.689 it 54,6089 Dh Of ee NS 
Sox sub). Ww 
groups 804.910 62 Zo 6:2 
TQ 68.063 4 L701 fhe LT 001 
TOG 1129010 4 iN Pewiey! OS SN NS 
TS x sub). Ww 
groups 588.020 248 Dol 


Total 52 O60) 659 
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ANALYSIS NUMBER 1 


PART A PERFORMANCE 


(N=6 4) 

Source SS cs 
Between: SsuD ects : 

C OrZ5 5 tE 

Cees ud. -wW. 

groups i Sl 62 
Witains Sub jects: 

T Oe S56 5 

iG Oeloy, 5 

ie sub Wi. 

groups Toei By hve) 310 
Q 1255520 Wa 
QC Oe 30 il 

Se Subj. wW. 

groups og 62 

TQ OL IS 5 

TOG Oe RUST 5 

Poo SUD4d. WwW. 

groups 25808 310 
Total 1912930 oy, 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: ANALYSIS NUMBER 1 
PART B RATINGS 


(N=64) 
Source eS lis MS F Ie 
Between Subjects: 
C Uap OES I EOS 0.064 NS 
GaSe AS UD UE. We 
groups 2286.660 G2 Lee Mey 
Wistitim Sub jects: 
i Gib 20 9 Fe Oe 1 COG NS 
DG 47.770 0 Sule ORaae NS 
xees UD .0 7 -W 
groups 4073.800 558 fhe Ont 
Q OerGron/ il O10 7 0.064 NS 
QC De Rie) 1 eS ZS NS 
SE eeSuUD ye.” Wi 
groups Or 270100 62 MS AS 
TQ 64.0195 9 Ulm) 054 NS 
Kore FO54.15 9 7.824 Ie JES NS 
SoS UD! tn We 
groups SH TOs S00 Sse OF/ OS 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: ANALYSIS NUMBER 1 


PART B PERFORMANCE 
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(N=64) 
SS SE 
source SS ilar MS 
C USAW) Sy 1 ee VES) Dey, 
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groups Seale 62 0.841 
Wirni ouby ects: 
i. Se 9 OAZ0 ZS Oe 
LE 3.460 9 Oes4 L853 
aes Ub 2. W 
groups yO el 538 Ono 0) 
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QC 0.038 ik 0038 0.144 
SP eS UD a. W 
groups LOzpoeL 62 Ohig ZAoile 
TQ 2.054 9 One 22.6 12046 
TQC shes 9 O30 Os O7 
Seas si. Wr. 
groups AZo La 528 Ome 8 
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PIGURE 55 


GRAPHICAL DEPICTION OF INTERACTION BETWEEN 
TRIAL AND CASE (TC) FOR PART A RATINGS, 
ANALYSIS NUMBER 1 (N=64) 
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FIGURE 6 


GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF TRIALS X QUALITY (TQ) 
INTERACTION, PART A RATINGS, ANALYSIS NUMBER 1 
(N=64) 
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INTERACTION OF TRIALS % QUALITY =(10)) FOR PART A 
PERFORMANCE, ANALYSIS NUMBER 1 (N=64) 
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PUCUREA ES 


TRIAL (T) MAIN EFFECT FOR PART B PERFORMANCE, 
ANALYSIS NUMBER 1 (N=64) 
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TABLE ay 


SUMMARY OF TESTS FOR TREND ANALYSIS NUMBER 1 
PART B PERFORMANCE — 


(N=6 4) 
Test Mean Calculated Gratueat P 
Square F F 
a a a 
Linear Trend Rel ee O28 5. 84 NS 
QuadTedL.G Trend “3065 ~ 2010 3.84 NS 
Cubic Trend “O74 Bee 3.84 NS 


ee ee eee 
Meatmocguare. Residual = 4.210", 


[ie ANALYSIS. NUMBER 2 


The second three-way analysis Of varvance, examining 
only the data of those subjects who had acquired a prospec- 
Guvyesmciveal Setpan the right direction, 2S, colndenscasin 
abe sey We tom lx Tiel usi ve: 

able AV In rertleces(two:-SienieiCanteetrects pomerant 
Aerating scores: a Quality main effect (which was even 
Stronger tia in Analysis Number edue. vote selectaon 
OLesupjects, Om thas variable), sandia irial xeQuali ty inter 
action (nearly identical to that of Analysis Number 1). 

Similarly, sapmiricant résuits) occurred ton Quality 
arcpiviaix Quality for Part Avpeutormance (sec slableay Ei}: 

Acushown in Table VIIll, the only Sicniticant fand- 
ing for Part B ratings was a [raalx Ouality interaction, 


Figure 9 demonstrates that, generally speaking, while mean 
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TABLE Vy 


SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: ANALYSIS NUMBER 2 
PART A RATINGS 


(N= 24) 
Source SS df MS F P 
Between Subjects: 
C 0.704 1 0.704 O06 9 NS 
Ges]. ewe. 
groups ZS oO AZT AOR 
Within subjects: 
i Lb 2225 4 4,056 USS NS 
EG A) Sete! 4 4,340 ZOSS NS 
Tex asda. ow 
groups 6 he 4? 88 0) 
Oras 670.000 Pov 000 80 S07 . 0101 
QC 21.004 lL 2d O04 2a NS 
Sess UD 4. aw 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: 
PART A PERFORMANCE 


(N=24) 

Source ait) df 
Between Subjects: 

G O25 1 

Clxgs Ubijes iw. 

groups dees ae 
Wetchangoubj ects : 

i 0.458 5 

LG Oe 1o7 5 

lied ible ea 

groups eye ores 110 

Q 50.000 1 
QC Oe 139 1 

See Sub ae Ww 

groups leis) oT 

TQ Oe 92 5 
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TABLED VIET 


SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: ANALYSIS NUMBER 2 
PART B RATINGS | 


(N=24) 
source Sys) dt MS EB P 
ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee eee 
Beimecen cubs ects: 
C OFO.55 1 Oe OES 0.368 NS 
eres Us). Ws 
groups 37. 040 lh 201. LOL 
WotCmiImMcoubTects. 
a 39.492 9 4.388 0634 NS 
TG 48.158 9 55 ol OF ir) NS 
os Gables 
groups 15 )7 Oye 04 0 128 Oma 
Q 0.300 i 0.300 0026 NS 
QC 8g ere) 1 ge) ee OR 3 NS 
Ses UD an 
groups 2344570 lig eZ 
TQ 152 SUG 9 14.684 Dea 10'S 
UIE SEA wis! ie as il Ore NS 
SP eS a ow 
groups 1357 2580 198 6.754 
hore t 3820. 300 479 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: ANALYSIS NUMBER 2 
PART B PERFORMANCE 


(N=24) 

>Ource oD df MS F 

Between Sup J ects: 
C LeaO2 1 LOZ 12708 NS 
Geers ub y=.) Ww. 
groups 14.196 Tal 0.645 

Witmer SuDyects: 
i Tee o OPaoy, Le 48:5 NS 
Le Ie, SEIS) g Oats OH NS 
Tex subs Ww 
groups SO 046 Los 0.194 
Q OS O52 1 02052 0. 188 NS 
QC 0.102 il OF, L0Z 0.368 NS 
Sh xe Slog eo 
groups 6.090 Dee OAs) 
TQ UE 9 559 ee he NS 
LOG ess) 9 ORES 0.689 NS 
TSy os UD] 4. W 
groups SU TOIkS 198 OR 200 

Total ANS. OPS RO 479 
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FIGURE 9 


GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF TRIALS X QUALITY (TQ) 
INTERACTION FOR PART B RATINGS, ANALYSIS NUMBER 
2 
(N=24) 
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daerveulty ratings. for. the Succtess-type anagrams tended 
tonancrease over trials, those for the failure-type 
anagrams tended to decrease, 

Table IX shows that for the Part B performance 


data all effects were nonsignificant. 
IIT. ANALYSIS NUMBER 3 


The four-way analysis of variance applied to the 
dotayconsidered, the additionalsyariable of sex. The tindgines 
Prom Chis analysisrarée summarized ine lables: Xeto X11) 
iimedisive. se Mos teom they réesiitinoss wont cant semtectsmwerc 
thessame. as those found ian Analysis Number 1, whicheas ato 
Desexpected since the forty-eight subj ects sconprasing stne 
thard-sampleswere drawn from the first and divided accord- 
Inge Op Sex: 

forePart A ratings slablegX),Sthereswertenoesion st 
PieditesexPetiect >. 

The Part “A performance data (lable 21 )ecxhibatedyiwo 
Sioniticant.sex interaction) findings: -the Sex sx Quality 
interaction, presented in Figure 10, shows that males tended 
to solve more failure anagrams than did females, but females 
solved more success anagrams than did males. This suggests 
some possible assymmetries in the effect of Ps on achieve 
ment motivation for sex, namely that perhaps females 
perform. better (i.e. have a higher Ts) whén-Ps > .50 while 


males may do better when Ps < 504 oy Figures ley representing 
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tae frials x Sex x Quality interaction effect, for the 
mOSt "part supports the Precedine Teswlteand adds tor at 
the finding that on the success anagrams the males 
generally tended to improve their performance on each 
successive trial, while the performance of the females 
generally remained the same or worsened. On the failure 
anagrams, the males bettered the females on the first 
trial, then tended to underperform them on the next four 
trials sand equalled them on the last trial, 

the only stentbicant effece or Part sR natines 
Glaplerm Akl) was the amteractiom, of Ouality x eGase. ass 
Gisplaved in Fieure 12 the results show that subjects who 
POcCeCIVCUENe rallure- type SeUmOL sanNagrams jo rescn vedi nm 
lipperecase type retrospectively rated them as lavinespecn 
monge svat ticultjthan did subjects who received them ine tower 
Gisemuy pe: ald, subjects who were guyen the success type 
aasrams in upper ‘case letters retrospectively mated them 
as having been harder than did subjects who received them 
Wieilower case letters.) [hat as, subjects found ties capical 
letter anagrams to have been more difficult than the small 
letter anagrams. It should be mentioned here that this 
effect was significant only in the third analysis; hence it 
is probably weak. 

Table XIII presents the findings for the Part B 
Performance data. All results were Nonsigniticant. 

The significant findings for each tot the onnes 


analyses of variance are abridged in Table XIV. 
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TAG LES LS 


SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: ANALYSIS NUMBER 3 
PART A RATINGS . 


(N=48) 

Source Shs) df MS F P 

Between subjects: 
é 8.802 1 8.802 585 NS 
S 2.269 1 L269 0.150 NS 
CS OrGo2 1 OF 002 0.040 NS 
So) kW. 
groups 664.066 44 JES OETA 

Within Subjects: 
T eS 25 4 Dio) Gil ea OL NS 
1G 206875 4 SezlS DEO92 05 
TS LO 0S 4 Te aul 1.294 NS 
TGS GSS) 4 EE aBeNs) L423 NS 
Tepes]. WW 
groups SUE ES MEV eo oS 

Q Noo. 2210 i) 169220 13.144 001 
QC 50m oo i} SO 76 ord Lie O72 NS 
S 0.469 1 0.469 OR 56 NS 
S66) hae as) 1 IE ES Oo 10 NS 
SpparsD |. We. 
groups 5605455 44 eZee a 
TQ DOR 4 SOUS 4,688 oO 
TOC Ua 8 boy 4 DAA) 1.441 NS 
TSO Jes 4 Lde5S ORIO89 NS 
TSCQ Dele: 4 4.354 2.250 NS 
emears UDG W. 
groups SA0L SOF, <0 ALE 

Total D6 Se OOS a9 
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TABLES XT 


SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: ANALYSIS NUMBER 3 
PART A PERFORMANCE | 


(N=48) 
Seurce SS df MS F I 
between Subjects: 
G OR Za) 1 OFZ) 15196 NS 
S Once) il OR Z.00 OG NS 
CS OS 1 OR 0 6 OR ss NS 
SUbjRe Wee Groups 5. 146 44 Oogles, 
Watchin sSubjects: 
a Ose 5 OegliSZ 1507 NS 
AG Dez 5 O70 S22 0.514 NS 
TS Ona) 5 0.045 Oe ak NS 
TCS ORNS 5 ORS IF OGG NS 
HeOXe Ss UD, J) iW 
groups Lids LAO. a 20 OP LoL 
Q Sree ol 1 872891 10947124 001 
OG 0.085 1 0.085 i AOS NS 
SQ Oe Sel. 1 ORs A805 05 
SCQ GEC AiG 1 0.016 0) en NS 
Fees UD]. |W 
groups jn 9 44 0.080 
TQ 0:36 5 Oz 0w. ee oar Ay) 05 
OG 0.134 5 Oe a7 ONE NS 
TSQ O58 5 0 220;7 25,210 05 
LSO@ 0.286 5 O20 S37 0.627 NS 
iSweoaS UD 5 isa Wee 
groups 20m O05 2.2.0 OOo 
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. SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: ANALYSIS NUMBER 3 


PART B RATINGS 


(N= 48) 
SOULCE SS df MS 
Between Subjects: 
C 1.504 il eon 
S OO. a0 il G07 150 
CS 7.704 it 7.704 
SUD. W 
groups 16205370 44 505 G56 
Wethinesubyects: 
I, SA 9 4,436 
IG 40.308 9 4.479 
TS Zp aca Q) Pe AHO) 
CS Poo eZ 9 Srey gel 
Tex sub} 2) Ww. 
groups 7.015 GLO 0 S06 Oro 
Q 1 Uioy Ht ibe ONen i 
QC 47.704 1 47.704 
50 Oe OT, it Oawah i 
SCQ 10.004 ik 10.004 
SaaS UDI) saw « 
groups O07 5-12 44 8.807 
TQ 5 eS 9 oF OG 
FOC omy (tere o 3.984 
HS) 42.504 9 i eh 
TSCQ Se ewe g) 6.016 
Tee SUD) W.. 
groups meted) Shs) 6.459 
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TABLE --X011 


SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: ANALYSIS NUMBER 3 
PART B PERFORMANCE 


(N=48) 

source SS cha MS F E 

Between Subjects: 
C 16 Oy 1 dP OO. IO SO NS 
S) L204 1 1.204 leo NS 
GS OO 1 O20 17 00259 NS 
SUD Is, ew: 
groups So Ouno 44 On8.01 

Wathin goub,ects : 
th De, WO) 9 Oe 2S i, elesyZ NS 
LG een) 9 ORSZa/e8 eno) NS 
TS Oe aly 9 Oss CSRs) NS 
TCS ress tllely) 9 07230 1098 NS 
Le See UD, lea Ws 
groups yaad SU = ois 209 

Q CR Cay il OO ey: 0.064 NS 
QC 0.204 1 0.204 Oo nk NS 
SQ 02207 i Oe 207 12020 NS 
SCO 0.004 i 0.004 O S020 NS 
SS Pe Sibley ave 
groups Hh es 44 OreZ.072 
10) 12608 g On 79 Oa? G9 NS 
LOC 0.754 9 0.084 OR sal NS 
TSQ Weoter al 9 ORL Ss O09 NS 
TSGoO 0.954 § 07 106 0.456 NS 
Top Oe NSU | se W 
groups 99.992 396 OR ey 

Total 259 900 7-959 
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SEX X QUALITY (SQ) INTERACTION, PART A PERFORMANCE, 
ANALYSIS NUMBER 3 
(N=48) 
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INTERACTION OF TRIALS X SEX X QUALITY (TSQ) FOR 
PART A PERFORMANCE, ANALYSIS NUMBER 3 
(N= 48) 


54 


Mean Rating 


ere) 


63 
62 
ve 
22 
61 vf 
a 
60 
ye, Upper -case-frailure 
(Ga) 
58 7 
ms 
57 < 
Lower Case. far lure 
56 (C2) 
a 
Ql Q2 
Failure Success 
Quality 
FIGURE 12 


OUALITY X CASE (OC) INTERAGTTON, PARI@ 3, RATINGS: 
ANIAIGYGS eSeenUDLB i Rae3 
(N= 48) 


56 


TABLES AX LY. 


PROBABILITY LEVELS OP STATISTICALLY STGNIFECANT RESULTS 
POR “ANALYSES NUMBER 11°12) “AND 3 


—_—_ Decenaeliienaene 


rn nee ee Se 
A ee SS 


source Analysis Number* 


i Z ke 


a 


Part a Re cings: 


Q ~001 eat 2007. 
18) 200 SU 001 
TE Pe) On NS UD 


Part A Performance: 


Q 001 ec 001 
SQ = “- 05 
TQ 05 05 05 
TSQ = = 05 


Pattie pha tings. 
QC NS NS HOS 
TQ NS OS NS 
Part. bearer rorman ce: 
i 05 NS NS 


* Analysis Number 1 included data for all subjects 
(N=64). 
Analysis Number 2 included data only for subjects 
iy wh cche(Ol = O2)) 10 jon Wart Wh Ratings (le24)2 
Analysis Number 3 included data from Analysis 
Number 1, separated according to sex (N=43). 
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IV. CORREIA TTLONS 


Tables sae XVI, and XVII present the Pearson 
Product Moment Correlation Coefficients computed to 
determine whether the set inducing anagrams were related 
to perceived difficulty and performance on Trial 1 of 
Part B, as well as the t-values and probabilities 
associated with the resultant correlations. 

Table XV, which presents the correlation coefficients 
associated with the data of the "good" group, shows that 
only Tene coefficient Nears statistical Sieninveance. 
Prospective ratings of success anagrams were positively 
molated VORretrOSPeCtIVve Latics oF Lerlure ty oc manaerans. 
dvemeerrelation regarding these two variables (157/68) was 
Deiter inan “thatetor any of the others, suggesGing that 
DOmesubsectus WO. ODitaited a PROSpective, Mem ualeset, 
prospective success ratings were more influential than 
were prospective failure ratings in determining how all 
subsequent anagrams were to be retrospectively rated. 

This inference was given some support by the fact that 
prospective success ratings were also more highly correlated 
COwretrospective Success-type ratings CASA Sa eae ral seuss) 
prospective failure ratings (208 s)r 

None of the correlations resulting trom thesdata of 
either the "bad" group (Table XVI) or the total group 


(Table XVII) were strong enough to approximate significance. 
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TABLE. — XV. 


CORRELATIONS, T-VALUES, AND PROBABILITY LEVELS FOR 
DATA OF "GOOD" GROUP 
(N=27) 


TRIAL 5, PART A 


Failure SUCCESS 
Ratings Ratings 


Ratings on Failure-type 
Anagrams: 


Gonusre lataon. 
tavadie Ot Gorne lation 


5022 278 


Probabulity level of t-value SA 52 
Rablnes Ol SUuGcesS S-type 
Anagrams: 
Pe Correlation -.088 525 
ae tCayalue of scorrelatrvon -,4272 Ae ea 
Fs PRO Dae listay 2 Level AO t gieavra Le Gor 2098 
Ay 
Perrormance on Faalure-type 
Be Anagrams: 
Pele Conic lation rae aie fae 
“Qumtovalves On correlation =, 125 eos 
{| Probability level of t-value 903 Swall 
= 
Perroumeance (Om oUECESS ~tYy pe 
Anagrams: 
Coune la tLon = 02S aC en 
tan uemOf scOr Deda bon -..1235 oo 
Paopabi lity, 16 Ved sO taitcva.l Wwe 903 956 
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DABLE PONY 1 


CORRELATIONS, T-VALUES, AND PROBABILITY LEVELS FOR 
DATA OF "BAD" GROUP 
(N=37) 


TTREALSs ree 


Failure SUCCESS 
Ratings Ratings 


Ratings on Failure-type 


Anagrams: 
Corre lation 5 Aline) 
tavelwemcorrelacion Loew 
Probabwiaty level of t=-value 195 
Ratings on Success-type 
Anagrams: 
Corre lation 024 
tava Nem Oicormel aeron 140 
Probability level or t-value 889 
Per cormance ony haidure=type 
Anagrams: 
Comre lation Ach 
t=Vvalues On correlation -1.402 
PEODaDIuue ye Level. Of Cava lue 170 
Perrormance On oUGCES S acy pe 
Anagrams: 
Gore lation = Oe 
t-value of correlation : aa 


Propapulity levels or v=vaduc 
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TABLE XVII 


CORRELATIONS, T-VALUES, AND PROBABILITY LEVELS 
FOR DATA OF TOTAL GROUP | 
(N=64) 


Failure Success 
Ratings 


Retings on Fallure-type 
Anagrams: 


Comrelation 
fEvalueveL Corre la tron 
Probability devel of t-value 


Retines On souccess type 
Anagrams: 


Corre ation 
GeVvalules OL corre bation 
Peo anise vale vedmeon bo Va Lue 


PART B 


l, 


Perseormeance (on sharlureotype 
Anagrams: 


Correlation 
t-Volue .of corre lation 
Propebiulatyplevel ol t-vailue 


TRIAL 


Perio rnance ion success -type 
Anagrams: 


Cor ve Latlon 
Pevalue of corre lation 
Probability level of t-value 
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V. HYPOTHESIS NUMBER 1 


‘The first hypothesis stated that subjects would 
prospectively rate failure anagrams hg he@g Sail dice a luey, 
tevel@ than success anagrams, and was introduced to 
determine whether the students achieved a DROspective 
‘mental set upon completion of Part A. From the discussion 
ime thapter 1 of Vargo''s (1908) project, it willl be 
recalled that his failure to include such a measure was a 
major weakness of the study. 

IM tne Present, ctudy this, lypothes:s: was solualy 
supported by sienievcany (p< 2001) Quality main terreers 
Otero tee As tates, tor all three analysess (see table Xie 


icw orc te Calival so Derscen 10) Hieurer On 
Vie HYPOTHE Sis sNUMBIER =Z 


The second hypothesis, predicting that mone success 
than failure anagrams would be solved, was another measure 
Gf strength Of expectancy OY mental set. |" Verizication cL 
the hypothesis would manifest itself in a Quality main 
effect on Part A performance, as was the case (see Table 
XIV) for each analysis of variance. It is also demonstrated 


in the graphed interactions of Figures 7 and 11. 
VII. HYPOTHESIS NUMBER 3 


Ties third, sid main, experimental hypothesis 


declared that subjects would retrospectively rate failure- 
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type anagrams as having been more difficult than success- 
type “anaorams. For this hypothesis to be supported, the 
Quality main effect for Part B ratings must show Q1 to be 
Srenificantly greater than Q2. However, as demonstrated 
ieee s uly” Vib and ilo erhe Quality main effect did 
not even approach significance for any of the three 
groups. 

Although there was no overall main effect of 
Quality on Part B ratings, Figure 9, which graphically 
depicts the intetaction of Trial@x Ouality for Amalyens 
Number Z, suggests that the prospective mental set may have 
ateledsteiltluenced retrospective Tavings om iricienleroe 
Pare s (ean tallure-type rating = 643 mean success type 
Gating = 52:5)". Uf this were “the case, one wouldrexpece 
Meetcant corre tations berweene tice las tian ll (esac cane 
OnePart A eae thes firS usa tlure=ty pest ats VOllwa iter. 
anid between the last Success rating on Part Avand the 
first success-type rating on Part B. However, for the 
"good" group these correlations are only .022 (p = onan) 
and i325 (p = .098) respectively, for the "bad" group 
00 o LC = 571) and .024 (pr >) 2689) respectively, and for 
Bie stotal croup -. 050 o(p = 2816) cand af 2a Co pe aU 35) 
respectively (Tables XV, XVI, and XVll). —CGetiTClents sits 
low suggest that perhaps prospective mental set had little 


influence on retrospective ratings even cdopem Woe JL Mm ebe 
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VIII. HYPOTHESIS NUMBER 4 


The last hypothesis, predicting that more success- 
type than failure-type anagrams would be solved, was yet 
another way of saying that experience on Part A would 
influence retrospective perception and subsequent 
Derrormance on Part” B. However, the F ratios for Quality 
Showin lables IV, 1X, andy xlill clearly indicate that 
Sicmmuld MOt OCCULT, SO); dO "Lie COrrelatlom COct ticle us 
HeiwecimDLOSPectiVve SvCcesce Tatilys OMe rian. Ott aiie, 
ana) pertormance On Success-type anagrams on Irial ison 
Part B (lables "XV, XVI, and XVII), as’ do those between 
prospective tavlure ratings on Trial 5 Of Part % and 
performance on failure-type anagrams on Trial 1 of Part 


Pie(taples xv, XVie—and XVil)- 
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CHAPTER IV 


DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY 


The results obtained in this study, strongly 
substantiate Feather's finding (1961, 1966, 1968) that 
manipulation of relative success in a task will influence 
perceived probability of success in future tasks of a 
Similar kind. However, they clearly did not support the 
main experimental hypothesis that subjects would 
PeELO-Dectively percelvewatallure-type task as having 
Deen more ditticult than sa sueccess-type task. 

Neither ratings nor performance om Part Avseemed 
to Dave much Chiech ON Metrospective Tatings: sonmPartan. 
Wiletecvd Seem GOeacGoUunt Tor ine Part.» ravings = t@ougny 
Wass pDeriLOmgmance On Part B. 

Consider Che comrelationmcoc fiiclents —presemred 
Pima suey) Ll tome 

Notice that the megative correlatlonssbe tween 
performance and ratings for the “good group (subjects 
demonstrating a prospective mental set) are, in general, 
lower Ane those for the "bad" group (students not showing 
a mental set) for both the success-type and the failure- 
type anagrams. This difference in Gorrelations as9secen 
perticularly in the first few trials, suggesting that 
perhaps initially those subjects displaying sa mental set 


were less influenced by the immediate test anagram Situation 
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TABLE XV it 


CORRELATIONS BETWEEN RATINGS AND PERFORMA 
A } ANCE ON 
SUCCESS-TYPE ANAGRAMS FOR "GOOD" GROUP 


= 


Ie CoOpredat ion Probability 
i =e 5 .000 
Z -,499 .008 
is -. 748 .000 
4 SEOs 000 
2 Sa .000 
6 eye: .000 
7 -.824 .000 
8 Sree yes 000) 
9 -.495 .009 

10 = 0159 .000 


PAD liao AX 


CORRELATIONS BETWEEN RATINGS AND PERFORMANCE ON 
FAI LURE-TYPE ANAGRAMS FOR "GOOD" GROUP 

SSS ere at ee 

Trial Correlation Probabw lity 


a rr 


7 - 835 000 
3 -.732 | ee 
n -. 740 SOU" 
5 -. 761 000 
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TABLES sxx 


CORRELATIONS BETWEEN RATINGS AND PERFORMANCE ON 
SUCCESS-TYPE ANAGRAMS FOR "BAD" GROUP 


“ 
poeanaes 


Dyval Gromeias lke we Teey Probabriiaty 
uf sea .000 
y) Se ee 7000 
3 O08 .000 
4 2009 .000 
5 Soh sk .000 
6 = .000 
7 6, 10) .000 
8 seen .000 
o IES .000 
10 7 HRS .000 

TABLES X XI 


CORRELATIONS BETWEEN RATINGS AND PERFORMANCE ON 
FAITLURE-TYPE ANAGRAMS FOR "BAD" GROUP 
ee Ree eee ee ee ee ee ee Oe Terai 


Trial Correlation Probability 
1 -, 888 000 
2 a o2 000 
3 = eae 000 
4 582 000 
5 622 000 
6 208 000 
7 9 000 
8 F816 000 
9 BN 000 

10 ees 000 
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than were those who possessed no such Seti ise. 2 pramacy 
effect seemed relatively stronger for the former, while a 
recency ~iTect appeared relatively more “influential tor 
the latter. From such an inspection of Tables XVIII to 
XXI it might be assumed that the prospective mental set 
developed in Part A did exert some effect on the initial 
trials of Part B but was overpowered by the immediate 
stimulus afforded by the test anagrams. 

One unexpected finding was that anagrams presented 
in upper case type appeared to be more difficult than those 
uenered in Lower Case type.) (higure: 12° red lects this 
Duewomenon 101 Part. Bi ratings, | “This suggests that a 
study desiened to determine whether there is something 
inMtheistcalty nore diiercult about capital letters would 
Dewusetule, For-examp le, the conclusions oO: thespresent 
investigation would be questioned if it could be shown 
that the effects of upper vs. lower.case are more powerful 
Ena the ertects Of railure Vs. Success. 

Micnough this stay goes NOt presen Uttlelent 
evidence to support the hypothesis that prospective mental 
set influences retrospective perception of task difficulty, 
aeeshould not be concluded from this lack of evidence* that 
prospective mental set definitely does not affect 
retrospective perception. In this regard at should ibe 


remembered that in each of Feather's researcnes. (L901, 1906, 


1968) two different groups of subjects were used, one group 
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receiving success anagrams, the other group getting 


failure anagrams. In the present study, on, the other 
hand; all ™students received all four types of anagrams 
(success. failure , success-type, Tadiiine- tye. 
Consequently, subjects in this study had to shift from 
success to failure and from success-type to Faby ey pe. 
and perhaps this shifting in perception produced some 
Uncontrolled-for effects which might have masked the 
hypothesized phenomena. Therefore, a future study of 
this nature might be more revealing if one group of 
subjects was given the success pretest anagrams and the 
SuGcess- type test anaprans, while @aesecond croup ot 
Subjects sattempted the tarlure pretest ganagrais, tien tne 


padre atype test, alagrams. 
I. SUMMARY 


The present study employed two groups of high school 
students: a criterion group (N=49), and a test group (N=638). 
The criterion group were given a set Of “sixty five letter 
anagrams ranging in difficulty from very easy to very 
difficult. Their task was to solve each anagram within a 
twenty-second time period. From these sixty anagrams, 
thirty-two (6 easy, 6 difficult, and 20 moderate) were 
chosen to be administered to the test group. 


The second part of the study was divided into two 
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In Part A each student in the test group was 
given a booklet containing the six Casy iad sax td1 Seimei t 
anagrams. For one half of the students the easy anagrams 
Were: ibyped tim icapital letters, the ditiicult anecrams in 
emalely Vet tense) Lor ttre: other half, the easy anagrams were 
typed in small letters and the difficult anagrams in 
capital letters. Before attempting each anagram the 
students were told "The next one is Dpimted) 2ivecap call 
Vet vers.) or “athe next one is printed in small lettens. , 
coves tie icascie | Wath oOniy tiismin formations coeuudce Licm 
Chesparetcipants Weres requiveds to, indicate Onwa ma ting 
scale (preceding each anagram in the booklet) what they 
thought) their ‘chances were of Solving the next anagram: 
Ghempurpose. Of this, €xercise wast co, anduce al prospecuive 
menepal Set.) tse. one half of the’ students should have 
emerged from Part A with a mental set which, in effect, 
postulated that capital letter anagrams were easy and small 
letter anagrams were difficult, while the other half of 
the students should have had the idea that small letter 
anagrams were easy and capital letter anagrams were Cele ee Ulla 
In Part B the students were given the twenty 
moderately difficult anagrams, ten typed in capital letters 
and ten an small letters. Instructions were the same as 
for Part A except that the students rated each anagram for 


difficulty after completing it instead of estimating 


probability of success. 
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The major experimental hypothesis tested was that 
if mental set affects retrospective Pelteption Of task 
difficulty, then the students who were given the easy 
Capital wetter -- difficult small letter combination of 
anagrams saould, im Part By rate’ the capital letter 
anagrams as having been easier than the small letter 
anagrams; and similarly, those students given the difficult 
Capitalmeletter -- “easy small letter combinatvom shoul, 
iiievaria B, rate the Capital letter anacrans, as having 
been more difficult than the small letter anagrams. 

Analyses of variance showed no statistical support 
for tuts hypothesis although clear substantiation was 
Obtained £or Boater research reflecting the e€fiect of 
Hast; success ald failure on perception, Of Similar cuture 
tasks (measured by probability of success estimates). 

The results also suggested that perhaps anagrams presented 
imeupper case type are incrinsically more dirrreulLte tinal 


tose oLrered in lower ‘case type. 
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ANAGRAMS (CIN ALPHABETICAL ORDER) ADMINISTERED TO CRITERION 
GROUP (SOLUTIONS IN PARENTHESES) 


(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(S) 
(6) 
(7) 
(8) 
(9) 
(10) 
(a) 
(12) 
(13) 
(14) 
(15) 
(16) 
(ly) 
(18) 
(19) 
(20) 
(21) 
(22) 
(23) 
(24) 


AABET 
ACDEL 
ACEHT 
ACHWT 
ACRTA 
ALBLS 
ALSST 
ARY LE 
AVERB 
BOAVE 
CACKR 
CEPA 
CPLSA 
CRLEU 
EEGRA 
EFRAS 
EHORS 
EHRAS 
ETAMS 
FELMA 
GHMIT 
HEDAT 
HOT RN 


LUN. 


(ABATE) 
(DECAL, 
(CHEAT, 
(WATCH) 
(CARAT) 
(BALLS) 
(asTss 
(EARLY, 
(BRAVE) 
(ABOVE) 
(CRACK) 
(CHAPE, 
(CLAPS , 
(CRUEL, 
(AGREE, 
(FARES, 
(HORSE, 
(HARES, 
(MATES , 
( FLAME) 
(MIGHT) 
(DEATH, 
(NORTH, 


(VINYL) 


LACED) 


TACHE, TEACH} 


Sauron 


LAYER, 


CHEAP , 
CLASP, 
LUCRE, 
EAGER, 
FEARS, 
SHORE) 
HEARS, 


MEATS, 


HATED) 


THORN) 


SLATS) 


RELAY) 


PEACH) 
SCALP) 
ULCER) 
EAGRE) 


SAFER) 


RHEAS, SHARE, 


STEAM, TEAMS) 


SHEAR) 


V4 


| Bat: 
ae ye TESABTIA 9 
ITHA AY - wits 


. feeheaAy. 
(a0 a 


‘PRIMB)- 


|? pA) 

ea ooh 

' A 
E Mi eg 


a4) ues 


' AMOaH 
ag 


om 
(26) 
(27) 
(28) 
(29) 
(30) 
(31) 
(32) 
(33) 
(34) 
(35) 
(36) 
(37) 
(38) 
(39) 
(40) 
(41) 
(42) 
(43) 
(44) 
(45) 
(46) 
(47) 
(48) 
(49) 
(50) 


LEP GS 
INPSS 
JEOYL 
JPMSU 
KADSE 
KBADE 
DBRAE 
LMSUP 
LOPTI 
MAPST 
MLCIA 
MRADE 
NELNI 
NIAST 
NIGSR 
OCLDU 
OMRYA 
PAELT 
RABED 
RDCOW 
RECDA 
RULAN 
RUSTT 
SAEFL 
SLGIL 


SNITP 


(PILLS, 
(SNIPS, 
‘JOLLY) 
(JUMPS) 
(ASKED) 
(BAKED) 
(BAKER, 
(LIMPS, 
(PILOT) 
(STAMP , 
(CLAIM) 
(DREAM) 
(LINEN) 
(SAINT, 
(GRINS, 
(CLOUD, 
(MAYOR, 
(LEAPT, 
(BARED, 
( CROWD) 
(CADRE, 
(LUNAR, 
(STRUT, 
(FALSE, 
(GILLS) 


(PINTS) 


SPTLL) 


SPINS) 


BRAKE, 


PLUMS , 


TAMPS) 


SATIN, 
RINGS) 
COULD) 
MORAY) 
PELTA, 


BEARD, 


CEDAR, 
ULNAR) 
TRUST) 


FLEAS) 


BREAK) 


S LUMP) 


STAIN) 


PETALS PLATES PLEAT) 


BREAD, DEBAR) 


RACED) 


ee 


MUL)... We 


ut ay YY A 
[ae a 1a TAS! 
j ! + ipald 
' "oe ’ ' 
MA ret 


(WOR) = woo 


| = 
eo " 


(HAVEY, .RAWLE): 


(TAU ae 


(S1) 
(52) 
(53) 
(54) 
(S5) 
(56) 
(57) 
(S8) 
(59) 
(60) 


SROEB 
TDAEG 
TEURU 
THRIG 
DUST EN a 
TSANP 
UPLIP 
WLOEB 
WRABN 


YENBO 


(BORES, 
(ACTED, 
(FRUIT) 
(GIRTH, 
(RIVET) 
(PANTS) 
(PUPIL) 
(BELOW, 
(BRAWN) 


(EBONY , 


78 


DPROGh ROBE a. o0B ER) 


CADET) 


RIGHT) 


BOWEL, ELBOW) 


BONEY) 


CWS «Le eta 
CHyARe) 


(ie Jee) 


* 


OMe betes Nae re ee B 


Set Inducing Anagrams 
Test Anagrams 
Part A) Rating Scale 


Part B Rating Scale 


sy atybiv’ oaLOUbEL Fee 


Juni mons. base 


Siac sitter A 42D 


i) 


olor gira 2 3589 


SUCCESS ANAGRAMS: 


ti) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(S) 
(6) 


FAILURE ANAGRAMS: 


iy) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 


EHORS 
ETAMS 
TUPLES 
JPMSU 
KBRAE 


RUS TT 


AABET 
ACRTA 
FELMA 
KADSE 
Bert 


OMY RA 


SET INDUCING ANAGRAMS 


80 


OUEPICULTYSLEVEL (4) 


ae 
LOR 
aOR 
14. 
14, 


14, 


4] 
35 
41 
mS, 
ts, 


ee) 


DIPFIGULTY 


£3) 
Safes 
oO. 
ape 
Oe 


100. 


De 


96 


88 


96 


88 


00 


LEVEL MCs) 


Cas <i a4 ; 
‘aaah mys tap || 
| | ; Pe 
fa): devas YUM IAT is | ame ma = 


[has 
7 - 
foe! al 
1+ Gf 
of 
ae We ts. e 


An} | TASH me 
Teun | 1a 


_ 
ie 
- _ 


| 
- : - 
. 


an fs he } Berne: } 
> Varn an ets tut, UIA 


PHAR: (ry 
Zz 


(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(S) 
(6) 
C7) 
(8) 
(9) 
(10) 
(11) 
(12) 
(13) 
Cae 
(15) 
(16) 
(17) 
(18) 
(19) 


(20) 


TEST ANAGRAMS 


ANAGRAM: 


ACEHT 
ACHWT 
ALSST 
BOAVE 
CEP AH 
CPUSA 
EHRAS 
HEDAT 
HOTRN 
JLOYL 
KBADE 
NIGSR 
PAELT 
RABED 
RDCOW 
THRIG 
TRIEVE 
TSANP 
WRABN 


¥ENBO 


Oo 
Oe. 
46. 
(ks 
Ie 
Gas 
48. 
eile 
oon 
oll, 
Oe) 
Ope 
Ales 
48. 
Oe 
48. 
walk 
48. 
O18 


(OG 


Be) 
10 
94 
43 
43 
Ih 
98 
14 
10 
27. 
59 
oil 
43 
98 
ony 
98 
14 
98 
ae 


43 


81 


DIEPRICULTIY LEVEL (3) 


- . 7 f -. 
eae ae la eed 
rts ren aT, | 


S 


RATING) SCALES 


Nor chance at ali 


An even chance 


Completely certain 


PART A 


100 


82 


tig’ 96 $3 nad. | 


. 
i 
Os 
NG ce 


— in nid na - bam i = 


4a 
- 


BAT ING SCALEY PART ==. 


impossible 100 


Bxtrenely Ditieveu Lt 


80 
Diecut 

60 
Moderate 

40 
Easy 

20 


Extremely. Easy 


Oe - 
oa _ : Leas “ad 


IMAG, + TSAR 7 
a: | 
§ - 22 out et 
> i a 


" 
eT 


: Pea _ -— 
Prasrlisd ylamenses 


+ Tiare) 


Ma 7 


De Pe Ne ine G 


Mean PYTOsSpecrivemha aime mo Cone Santon 
subjects Attaining a Mental Set 


Cl Pati, 


85 
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SUBJECT MEAN FAILURE MEAN SUCCESS 
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2 52.0 34.0 
3 62.0 44.0 
4 80.0 22.0 
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6 62.0 48.0 
7 52,0 20 
8 82.0 72780 
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11 54.0 44.0 
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